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MESSAGE AUDITING 

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED 
APPLICATIONS 

This application is a continuation and claims the priority 
bene?t of US. patent application Ser. No. 10/387,352 ?led 
Mar. 11, 2003 and entitled “Message Challenge Response.” 

FIELD OF THE INVENTION 

The present invention relates generally to electronic mes 
sages. More speci?cally, a technique for avoiding spam 
emails is described. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

Electronic messages have become an indispensable part of 
modern communication. Electronic messages such as email 
or instant messages are popular because they are fast, easy, 
and have essentially no incremental co st. Unfortunately, these 
advantages of electronic messages are also exploited by mar 
keters who regularly send out unsolicited junk messages (also 
referred to as “spam”). Spam messages are a nuisance for 
users. They clog people’s email box, waste system resources, 
often promote distasteful subjects, and sometimes sponsor 
outright scams. 

To reach a broad audience, the senders of spam (also 
referred to as “spammers”) usually generate a huge amount of 
messages using automated computer programs. There are 
many existing techniques for ?ltering spam messages, some 
of which attempt to identify machine generated messages and 
block them. Upon receiving a message, the recipient may 
issue a challenge that is di?icult for a computer to answer but 
easy for a person. For example, the challenge may include a 
picture of three objects, with the question “how many objects 
are in the picture?” The sender needs to choose three from a 
number of available answers and send the answer to the 
recipient. This type of question, referred to as a human 
answerable question, is di?icult for machines to answer cor 
rectly but easy for human beings. The reply is then examined 
by the recipient’s computer. The message is delivered to the 
recipient if the answer is correct, and processed as spam 
otherwise. This type of challenge/response scheme incurs 
signi?cant overhead in for the sender of the email, making 
email no longer “free” and therefore more di?icult for the 
spammers. 
The challenge/response scheme described above is effec 

tive for blocking spam messages, but has many drawbacks. 
For example, since the message is not delivered until the 
challenge is answered, long delays may result if the sender is 
not available to answer the challenge right away. Also, the 
scheme is inconvenient for legitimate users that need to send 
out messages to new addresses often, for example a business 
that has many new clients. It would be desirable to have the 
bene?t of the challenge/response scheme for spam blocking 
purposes, but does not result in long delays in message deliv 
ery or excessive burden for the sender. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

The present invention will be readily understood by the 
following detailed description in conjunction with the accom 
panying drawings, wherein like reference numerals designate 
like structural elements, and in which: 

FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating a challenge/response 
system that includes a third party. 
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2 
FIG. 2 is a ?owchart illustrating an exemplary challenge/ 

response process. The process begins when mail sender 100 
sends a message to mail receiver 102 (200). 

FIG. 3 is a ?owchart illustrating how mail sender 100 
handles a challenge, according to one embodiment of the 
present invention. 

FIG. 4 is a ?owchart illustrating the audit process accord 
ing to one embodiment of the present invention. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION 

It should be appreciated that the present invention can be 
implemented in numerous ways, including as a process, an 
apparatus, a system, or a computer readable medium such as 
a computer readable storage medium or a computer network 
wherein program instructions are sent over optical or elec 
tronic communication links. It should be noted that the order 
of the steps of disclosed processes may be altered within the 
scope of the invention. 
A detailed description of one or more preferred embodi 

ments of the invention is provided below along with accom 
panying ?gures that illustrate by way of example the prin 
ciples of the invention. While the invention is described in 
connection with such embodiments, it should be understood 
that the invention is not limited to any embodiment. On the 
contrary, the scope of the invention is limited only by the 
appended claims and the invention encompasses numerous 
alternatives, modi?cations and equivalents. For the purpose 
of example, numerous speci?c details are set forth in the 
following description in order to provide a thorough under 
standing of the present invention. The present invention may 
be practiced according to the claims without some or all of 
these speci?c details. For the purpose of clarity, technical 
material that is known in the technical ?elds related to the 
invention has not been described in detail so that the present 
invention is not unnecessarily obscured. 
An improved email registration system is disclosed. In this 

speci?cation, email registration is used to refer to any pro 
cess, task, or other requirement placed on a sender of an email 
(or the system that sent the email) to allow the email to be 
delivered. One type of registration is challenge/response, as 
described above. Once the challenge is sent and the response 
is correctly returned, the email is successfully registered so 
that it can be delivered. Other emails from the same sender or 
associated with the sender in some way may also be concur 
rently or subsequently delivered as a result of the registration. 

Several improvements to existing human answerable chal 
lenge/response processes are disclosed. An auditor is 
included in the challenge/response architecture that simpli 
?es the response procedure and optionally monitors and 
approves responses. A machine answerable challenge is used 
that is directed to a module on a mail sender that is con?gured 
to receive and answer the challenge. The challenge may 
require a small but nontrivial amount of processing by the 
mail sender so that an entity sending millions of mails to 
addresses for which it has not registered would be taxed by the 
process while a normal sender would be relatively unbur 
dened answering only challenges to register with new recipi 
ents. The machine answerable challenge may also include a 
human answerable element. In some embodiments, registra 
tion is accomplished using a modi?ed challenge wherein no 
response is required for registration. 
As used herein, an email sender may refer to any indi 

vidual, device, organization or other entity that is associated 
with the sending of an email. Such an entity may be identi?ed 
in any manner that is appropriate for a given application. For 
example, the sender may be identi?ed by an email address, a 
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domain name, an IP address or other identi?er that identi?es 
a mail server or other source of the email. When a sender is 

registered, the registration may be only valid for the speci?c 
email that Was challenged in some cases. More likely, the 
sender Wilt be listed as a valid sender (“Whitelisted”), or at 
least as a sender that can respond to challenges. Email from 
Whitelisted senders may be delivered Without further testing 
or challenges in some cases. The “sender” or entity that is 
Whitelisted may include just the source email address or the 
all addresses in the domain of the source email address or any 
other relevant set of entities identi?ed in any useful manner 
including by mail server or IP address. The registration of a 
sender may be su?icient of itself to authoriZe delivery of an 
email or group of emails, or the registration may be a factor 
considered in classifying the email along With other factors. 

FIG. 1 is a block diagram illustrating a challenge/response 
system that includes a third party. Mail sender 100 and mail 
receiver 102 include softWare and/or hardWare capable of 
sending and receiving messages. Mail sender 100 and mail 
receiver 102 may be either clients or servers, depending on 
hoW a given mail system is con?gured. They may be stand 
alone programs or systems, or plug ins that are parts of other 
programs or systems. A message is sent from mail sender 100 
and is received by mail receiver 102 for an intended recipient. 
If mail receiver 102 determines that the message may possi 
bly be spam, it generates a challenge and sends the challenge 
to mail sender 100. 

In some embodiments, mail sender 100 automatically pro 
cesses the challenge, generates a response, and sends the 
response to auditor 104. In some embodiments, mail sender 
100 alternatively lets the user manually ansWer the challenge, 
then generates a reply based on the ansWer and sends the reply 
to auditor 104. The auditor is a third party server that inde 
pendently veri?es the reply and sends a report to mail receiver 
102. In some embodiments, the auditor resides on the same 
device as mail receiver 102, and is able to communicate the 
veri?cation results to mail receiver 102. 

The auditor provides several improvements to the chal 
lenge/response process in various embodiments. First, the 
process of responding to a challenge is simpli?ed in some 
embodiments by providing in the challenge one or more links 
to a Web server maintained by the auditor. For example, 
multiple links may be provided, each corresponding to a 
possible ansWer. Thus, only one action, selection of the cor 
rect link, is required of the sender to manually respond to a 
challenge. In addition, the auditor, because it sees all chal 
lenge/responses, can detect patterns in responses such as 
many responses coming from the same domain and determine 
if a spammer is attempting to defeat the system. If such an 
event is detected, then the auditor can determine not to autho 
riZe delivery in its report to mail receiver 102 or send addi 
tional information along With its report to mail receiver 102 
identifying the message as probably spam to facilitate mail 
receiver 102 further analyZing the message and making a 
correct classi?cation decision. It should be noted that the 
report from the auditor can be used as a factor in the mail 
classi?cation decision made by the mail receiver and that the 
auditor report does not necessarily solely determine the clas 
si?cation. 

In some embodiments, the challenge includes a machine 
ansWerable question that is more easily ansWered by a 
machine than a human. For example, the challenge may 
include a problem that requires extensive computation or 
searching to solve. Mail sender 100 is capable of monitoring 
incoming challenges and automatically ansWering the 
machine ansWerable question. Thus, problems associated 
With having a person ansWer the challenge questions are 
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4 
overcome. HoWever, if spammers could copy the portion of 
the mail client that ansWers challenges and then ansWer chal 
lenges in an automated fashion Without incurring any penalty, 
they could possibly defeat the challenge/response system. 
The machine ansWerable challenge is designed such that to 

process and ansWer the challenge, a nontrivial amount of 
resources is consumed. A nontrivial amount of resource is 
de?ned as an amount of resources that is small in a single 
instance, but When many instances (on the order of 1000) of 
such nontrivial amounts are added together, the collective 
amount of resource is large enough to incur signi?cant costs. 
A nontrivial amount of system resource may have a small 
impact on the system in a single instance but may impact the 
system’s operations signi?cantly When many instances are 
added together. As computer systems increase in speed, the 
amount of processing that Would be required to be nontrivial 
Would increase as Well. 
The nontrivial amount of resources may be adjusted as 

desired in a speci?c system, but generally is greater than the 
minimum amount of resource necessary to generate a prop 
erly formatted reply message. The impact of consuming a 
nontrivial amount of resource for processing a challenge, or 
even several challenges, is relatively small and does not affect 
a regular user very much. HoWever, for a spammer Who sends 
out millions of spam messages, the number of challenges he 
receives Would be on the order of thousands and therefore the 
collective resource consumed in handling the challenges 
Would be signi?cant. By associating a small cost With every 
response to a challenge, the improved challenge/response 
system makes it more di?icult for the spammers to success 
fully deliver large amounts of email. 
Many different types of resources are applicable. For 

example, the challenge question may be processing intensive, 
and the resource consumed is CPU cycles. In one embodi 
ment, the challenge question asks hoW many prime factors are 
in a very large integer. The algorithm used to calculate the 
number of prime factor is computationally intensive, and 
takes betWeen a fraction of a second to a feW minutes to run. 
While the machine is ansWering a challenge and performing 
the computations, it may sloW doWn a bit, but the overall 
performance of the system does not appear to change very 
much to the sender Who’s using the computer. On the other 
hand, if a spammer receives thousands of challenge messages 
back, the amount of CPU cycles needed to process the chal 
lenges Would signi?cantly sloW doWn the spammer’s com 
puter system, thus hampering the spammer’s operations. In 
different embodiments, the machine ansWerable question 
consumes various types of resource, such as memory and 
system resources. 
One advantage of the number of prime Factors question is 

that it lends itself to a multiple choice ansWer. The correct 
ansWer may be, for example, three, and that may also be the 
ansWer to an alternative question that a user may ansWer 

relating to the number of objects in a graphic image. Other 
computationally intensive challenges are used, such as asking 
for tWo prime factors of a large number. The amount of 
resources may be adjusting the siZe of the number that must 
be factored. 

In some embodiments, the resource is money. Small 
amounts of money (also referred to as micropayments) are 
required in the response process. In one embodiment, the 
sender’s response to a challenge authoriZes the auditor to 
collect a small micropayment that Would be insigni?cant 
unless a very large number of responses are sent. The system 
may be structured so that the sender has some money depos 
ited in an escroW account, and a small amount of money is 
deducted every time he ansWers a challenge. Alternatively, 
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the response may authorize payment and the sender is billed 
if a signi?cant payment accrues. 

In some embodiments, the resource is some type of rights 
such as licensing rights. For example, a legal copy of the mail 
client may only be able to answer a limited number of chal 
lenges within a period of time. Since it is unlikely that spam 
mers would actually acquire a large number of legal licenses 
for the mail client, they would not be able to legitimately send 
out large quantities of spam. 

It should be noted that the various embodiments of non 
trivial response costs may be used with the architecture 
shown in FIG. 1 or in an architecture that does not include the 
third party auditor. For example, if factoring a large number is 
used, the mail receiver may multiply two primes, store the 
factors along with an identi?er for the email, and wait to 
determine whether the proper response is received from the 
mail sender. 

FIG. 2 is a ?owchart illustrating an exemplary challenge/ 
response process. The process begins when mail sender 100 
sends a message to mail receiver 102 (200). Upon receiving 
the message, mail receiver 102 sends a challenge to mail 
sender 100 (202). The challenge includes the question or 
problem, as well as a mail identi?er so that if a response is 
received, it can be matched with the correct mail message and 
the corresponding challenge. Meanwhile, the message is kept 
in a temporary location, such as a temporary folder. 

Mail sender 100 includes special software or hardware that 
enables it to answer the challenge question automatically. 
Mail sender 100 receives the challenge (204), processes the 
challenge to determine the correct response, and sends a reply 
that includes the response and the mail message identi?er to 
the auditor (206). In different embodiments, the auditor may 
either be on a separate device or on the same device as mail 

receiver 102. In the embodiment shown, the auditor is third 
party software that resides on a server separate from mail 
receiver 102. 

The auditor receives the reply from mail sender 100 and 
performs an auditing process on the reply (208). The auditing 
processing of the mail client by the auditor varies for different 
embodiments and is described in detail later. The auditor 
generates a report based on the processing results and sends 
the report to mail receiver 102 (210). In some embodiments, 
the report is an email message. The report may also be an http 
request or may be sent using any appropriate communication 
link between the auditor process, and the email delivery pro 
cess. The report may include the status of the sender’ s address 
and/ or information regarding whether the answer to the chal 
lenge question is correct. In some embodiments, the auditor 
leaves the answer veri?cation up to mail receiver 102 and 
includes the answer received from mail sender 100 in its 
report to mail receiver 102. Alternatively, the auditor may 
evaluate the response from the mail sender and send either an 
authoriZation for the mail message or a con?rmation that the 
mail message is spam. 

Based on the report from the auditor, mail receiver 102 
processes the original message (212). In some embodiments, 
the processing includes veri?cation of the reply received from 
mail sender 100. In some embodiments, the processing also 
includes classifying the message. For example, if the message 
is not from a known spammer and the answer to the challenge 
is correct, the original message is moved from the temporary 
location that stores the message to the recipient’s inbox; 
otherwise, the message is considered spam and is deleted. 
Mail receiver 102 then further processes the report from the 
auditor, if necessary, and deletes the report (214). 

FIG. 3 is a ?owchart illustrating how mail sender 100 
handles a challenge, according to one embodiment of the 
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6 
present invention. The process begins when mail sender 100 
receives a message from mail receiver 102 (300). It is then 
determined whether the message is a challenge (3 02), using 
techniques such as analyZing the header and/or the body of 
the message. 

If the message is determined not to be a challenge, the 
processing stops (303); otherwise, the message is further 
processed. The message is parsed (304), and then analyZed to 
locate the question (306). In one embodiment, the challenge 
is formatted as a Hypertext Markup Language (HTML) docu 
ment, and an attribute marked with an HTML tag <alt> is used 
to store the question. The text following the <alt> tag is a large 
integer, and the question is to determine the number of prime 
factors in this large integer. The mail client then proceeds to 
answer the question (308). For questions such as the prime 
factor question, the mail client uses built in functions to 
automatically perform such computation. 

Since computing the prime factors of a suf?ciently large 
number is a computationally intensive process, it takes the 
mail client a nontrivial amount of time to arrive at the correct 
answer. A reply that includes the answer is then formatted 
(310) and sent to the auditor (312). In this embodiment, to 
format the reply, a universal resource locator (URL) of the 
auditor is found in the challenge. An HTTP request that 
includes the auditor URL, the message identi?er of the chal 
lenge, the answer and the address of the original sender is 
formatted and sent to the auditor. In other embodiments, other 
appropriate protocols are used to format the response. 

FIG. 4 is a ?owchart illustrating the audit process accord 
ing to one embodiment of the present invention. In this 
embodiment, the auditor is a third party that resides on a 
server separate from the mail clients. The process begins 
when mail sender 100 sends its reply to the auditor (400). The 
auditor receives the reply (402), and performs processing 
including parsing the reply (404) and locating information 
within the reply (406). 

In some embodiments, the auditor uses the information to 
perform optional veri?cation steps (408 and 410). The mes 
sage identi?er (ID) of the original message is checked by the 
auditor to verify that the reply is not fake (408). The auditor 
veri?es the answer to the question and determines whether the 
answer is correct (410). 

Based on the processed results, the auditor creates a report 
and sends the report to mail receiver 102. In one embodiment, 
the report is an HTTP request that includes the message 
identi?er, the original sender, and the answer to the challenge. 
In other embodiments, the report gives an instruction to clas 
sify the message or a probability that the message should be 
classi?ed in a certain way. The report may also provide fur 
ther information about the message and the results of the 
challenge/response process. 

Specialized software code or a hardware component is 
used by mail sender 100 to automatically answer the chal 
lenge question. However, a given message sender may not 
have a mail client capable of automatically answering the 
challenge question. To make the challenge answerable even 
when the mail client does not have the answering feature, in 
some embodiments, a human answerable question, such as 
previously mentioned question concerning the number of 
objects in a picture, is also included in the challenge. As noted 
above, the correct answer to the human answerable question 
may match the correct answer to the machine answerable 
question. 
A sender’ s reply is generated based on the answer selected 

by the sender. The reply may be sent to the mail receiver 
directly, or sent to a third party auditor that veri?es the reply 
and generates a report to the mail sender to aid in classifying 
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the message. In one embodiment, the challenge is formatted 
as an HTML document, With ansWers embedded as URL 
links. Selecting the correct ansWer causes an HTTP request to 
be sent, Where the HTTP request may include information 
about the ansWer, the message identi?er of the original mes 
sage, information about the original sender, or combinations 
thereof. Embedding the ansWers as links to a Web server 
maintained by the auditor simpli?es the response process for 
the mail senders and alloWs the response to be generated by a 
single “click” or selection. 
Many spammers send so many messages that it is not 

practical for them to receive responses at all of the email 
addresses that they have generated. If an email challenge is 
sent to in response to such a spam message, that challenge 
Will often bounce. This fact is the basis of a null challenge 
used in one embodiment. The null challenge simply sends a 
reply to the mail sender’ s email acknowledging receipt of the 
email or including some other message, but Without inviting 
a response. If the reply from the mail receiver is delivered 
successfully and no error message is received Within a certain 
period of time, then the mail receiver considers the challenge 
to have been successful. Thus, the null challenge simply pings 
the mail sender to make sure the from address in the message 
is a valid address Where mail may be sent. The null challenge 
does not provide the same level of security as a challenge that 
requires computational resources to generate a response or a 
challenge that requires a human response, but since many 
spammers do not provide resources to accept reply messages 
at all of the addresses they use, the null challenge helps to 
classify many messages. 

Other variations of the architecture and processes 
described are used in other embodiments. For example, it may 
not be desirable to send a challenge directly from the mail 
receiver to the mail sender, since that Would con?rm receipt 
by the sender. Instead, the challenge may be sent from the 
auditor to the sender on behalf of the receiver. The auditor 
monitors the response and sends the report including results 
or instructions to the mail receiver. 

Improved registration of a sender of electronic messages 
has been described. The improved registration system 
enables mail senders to respond to challenges ef?ciently 
While deterring spammers. Registration may be accom 
plished by various techniques, including challenge and 
response. In some embodiments, the challenge includes a 
machine ansWerable question that requires a nontrivial 
amount of resource to ansWer The need for a human response 
in all cases is eliminated, While still making it impractical for 
a spammer to respond to a large number of challenges. The 
dif?culty of the challenge may be adjusted to an appropriate 
level to deter spammers but not require too many resources 
from a legitimate sender. The challenge may alternatively 
include a human ansWerable question. An auditor is inte 
grated into the challenge/response system that simpli?es the 
response process. The auditor may also provide additional 
analysis and reporting to the mail receiver, and may help 
avoid having the mail receiver interact directly With the mail 
sender. In some embodiments, the challenge requires only 
that it be accepted by the mail sender and that an error mes 
sage not be generated in response to the challenge. 

Although the foregoing invention has been described in 
some detail for purposes of clarity of understanding, it Will be 
apparent that certain changes and modi?cations may be prac 
ticed Within the scope of the appended claims. It should be 
noted that there are many alternative Ways of implementing 
both the process and apparatus of the present invention. 
Accordingly, the present embodiments are to be considered as 
illustrative and not restrictive, and the invention is not to be 

10 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

8 
limited to the details given herein, but may be modi?ed Within 
the scope and equivalents of the appended claims. 

What is claimed is: 
1. A method for auditing a message, the method compris 

ing: 
adjusting a dif?culty of a challenge; 
sending the adjusted challenge to a sender of the message, 

the sending of the adjusted challenge initiated by a mail 
server associated With a receiver of the message; 

receiving a response from the sender of the message at an 
auditing server, the response including an ansWer to the 
adjusted challenge, the challenge initiated by a mail 
server associated With a receiver of the message; 
auditing the response at the auditing server to locate the 

ansWer to the adjusted challenge, Wherein auditing 
the response includes detecting that the ansWer ?ts a 
pattern of response found in a plurality of previously 
received ansWers, each previously received ansWer 
associated With a previously received message; 

generating a report, the report indicating results corre 
sponding to auditing the ansWer to the adjusted chal 
lenge; and 

sending the report from the auditing server to the mail 
server associated With the receiver subsequent to gen 
erating the report. 

2. The method of claim 1, Wherein auditing the response 
further includes parsing the response to locate the ansWer to 
the adjusted challenge. 

3. The method of claim 1, Wherein the report includes a 
message identi?er. 

4. The method of claim 3, Wherein the identi?er includes 
one or more of an e-mail address, a domain name, an IP 

address, or any combination thereof. 
5. The method of claim 3, Wherein auditing the response 

further includes locating the identi?er in the response. 
6. The method of claim 1, Wherein receiving the response 

includes receiving from the sender an identi?er of the mes 
sage. 

7. The method of claim 1, Wherein the report includes a 
veri?cation of the ansWer to the adjusted challenge as a cor 
rect ansWer to the adjusted challenge. 

8. The method of claim 1, Wherein auditing the response 
further includes classifying the message. 

9. The method of claim 8, Wherein classifying the message 
includes authoriZing delivery of the message to a recipient 
associated With the mail receiver. 

10. The method of claim 1, further comprising sending 
information to the mail receiver indicating that the message is 
an unsolicited junk message. 

11. The method of claim 1, Wherein the report includes a 
status of an address of the sender. 

12. The method of claim 1, Wherein auditing the response 
further includes determining Whether the sender is a sender of 
unsolicited junk messages. 

13. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
classifying the message upon detecting the pattern; and 
communicating the classi?cation of the message to the 

receiver. 
14. An apparatus con?gured to audit a message, the appa 

ratus comprising: 
a memory; 
a netWork interface con?gured to receive a message over a 

communications netWork; and 
a processor con?gured to execute softWare stored in the 
memory to: 

adjust a dif?culty of a challenge; 
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send the adjusted challenge to a sender of the message, the 
sending of the adjusted challenge initiated by a mail 
server associated With a receiver of the message, 

receive a response from the sender of the message, the 
response including an ansWer to the adjusted challenge; 

audit the response to locate the ansWer to the adjusted 
challenge, Wherein auditing the response includes 
detecting that the ansWer ?ts a pattern of response found 
in a plurality of previously received ansWers, each pre 
viously received ansWer associated With a previously 
received message; 
generate a report, the report indicating results corre 

sponding to auditing the ansWer to the challenge; and 
send the report to the receiver subsequent to generating 

the report. 
15. A non-transitory computer-readable storage medium 

having embodied thereon a program, the program being 
executable by a computer to perform a method for auditing a 
message, the method comprising: 

10 
adjusting a dif?culty of a challenge; 
sending the adjusted challenge to a sender of the message, 

the sending of the adjusted challenge initiated by a 
receiver of the message; 

receiving a response from the sender of the message, the 
response including an ansWer to the adjusted challenge; 

auditing the response to locate the ansWer to the adjusted 
challenge, Wherein auditing the response includes 
detecting that the ansWer ?ts a pattern of response found 
in a plurality of previously received ansWers, each pre 
viously received ansWer associated With a previously 
received message; 

generating a report, the report indicating results corre 
sponding to auditing the ansWer to the adjusted chal 
lenge; and 

sending the report to the receiver subsequent to generating 
the report. 


